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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. At the same 

time, we have the ability to raise 

standards around the world. We have a 

choice tomorrow when we vote for or 

against Trade Promotion Authority, 

so-called Fast Track, we can continue 

to dismantle our standards, to weaken 

our truck safety laws, to weaken our 

food safety laws, to lower our environ-

mental standards, to dismantle our 

safety in the workplace standards. We 

can vote that way or we can cast a vote 

against Trade Promotion Authority 

and begin to lift up food safety stand-

ards for ourselves and for the rest of 

the world and begin to lift up truck 

safety standards, to begin to lift up en-

vironmental standards. 
Whether it is pesticides, whether it is 

environmental laws, we can do better. 

Why should we say to an American cor-

poration that goes to the Mexican bor-

der on the Mexican side, if you are 

going to produce cars in that country 

you are going to follow the same laws. 

In terms of what you dump into the 

sewers, what you put into the air, 

whether you pollute the environment, 

you are going to follow the same laws 

that you do in the United States. How 

about when you go into Mexico and 

build cars? Then you are going to fol-

low the same worker safety protection 

laws that you do in this country. 
It is outrageous that these American 

companies go there. They brag about 

how green they are in the United 

States and how well they treat their 

workers. They go to a developing coun-

try. They do not treat them well at all. 
I yield to the gentleman from New 

Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).
Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I am 

going to bring up a sore subject some 

of us may not like, but let me bring it 

up anyway, because this is it. This is 

the vote tomorrow, and I am very con-

cerned about members of my own 

party, to be very honest with you, and 

I respect all persuasions within my 

own party, regardless of where they 

fall on the spectrum. 

I have an inner laugh when I hear our 

party needs to be the party of inclu-

sion. We need to reach out to business. 

Well, let me tell my colleagues who the 

people are who have been at my door in 

the last 2 years. 
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They have been owners of textile 

mills, they have been owners of ma-

chine shops, they have been owners of 

cable companies. Owners, entre-

preneurs who hire the folks that we are 

all concerned about, but we should be 

concerned about those who put the cap-

ital up to go into business in the first 

place.

So I want to make sure to tell my 

brothers and sisters in my own party 

that we want to be inclusive. Both par-

ties want to try to be inclusive in 

whatever way they choose. But do not 

come back to me and say we are never 

going to get the support. And I think I 

have a right to talk about this, talk 

turkey here tonight. That is how crit-

ical this vote is. 
We have an erosion of the Constitu-

tion of the United States. We have had 

an erosion of jobs. We have had an ero-

sion of food safety. We do not need a 

further erosion. We do not wish to deny 

this. We do not want to stick our heads 

in the sand and say things will get bet-

ter. They did not get better with 

NAFTA, and they are not going to get 

better with this vehicle if we support it 

tomorrow.
I want to thank my colleague for get-

ting us together, the gentleman from 

Ohio, because he has stayed on this 

case. He has not given it a one-shot 

deal. The gentleman has worked on it 

since I have been here, for 5 years, and 

I commend him. 
The American people understand this 

better than we do; and the American 

people, in every poll, have indicated 

they want their jobs protected. They 

understand we need to trade with other 

countries. They know that this is a 

world economy, that we live in a global 

village. But the folks in my town work 

in Paterson, New Jersey. They love the 

world. They have been fighting in wars, 

and they will defend us. Are we going 

to defend their jobs? 
And if it is textiles and machinery 

today, what will it be tomorrow? That 

is the question that every person who 

is a Member of the House of Represent-

atives must ask themselves tomorrow 

before they vote. Textiles, cable wire, 

machinery, leather goods today. What 

is tomorrow? Or shall it be, whose ox is 

gored? That is not what America is all 

about. America is about our being the 

last hope here on this floor to protect 

the interests of working families. We 

are the last vestige of hope. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 

gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

SOLIS).
Ms. SOLIS. The gentleman just hit a 

real soft spot for me in my heart. My 

mother, who is now retired, worked for 

about 25 years for a big toy maker in 

my district, standing on her feet most 

of her 20 years there, and now has some 

very serious problems with her legs. 

That company employed over 2,000 peo-

ple in our community. They left. They 

went to Mexico, then they went to 

China.
We now import those same toys. 

Many of those toys place harm upon 

our children because they do not meet 

our consumer safety standards. And 

nobody is crying out saying, wait a 

minute, what have we done here. We 

let go of these jobs, we let go of those 

pensions, those health and welfare ben-

efits that went with those families and 

jobs. They went somewhere else, yet 

the people making those same items do 

not have any protections and maybe 

get 10 cents a day for producing prod-

ucts that they end up sending back 

here that somebody buys for $20 or $30. 

That is wrong. 

Mr. PASCRELL. And the answer to 

the gentlewoman’s mother is, well, if 

your job is extinguished, you will have 

to go to another job, a service-related 

job.

I ask the gentleman from Ohio, is 

that what has happened under NAFTA? 

Have we seen those service jobs? In 

fact, what have we seen? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. In Ohio, we are 

threatened right now with losing 3,000 

jobs at LTV Steel. People say, well, the 

economy will change. If they lose their 

jobs, they will find another job. They 

clearly will not find another job close 

to what they are making. 

Before closing, I thank very much 

my colleagues, the gentleman from 

Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND), the gentleman 

from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), and 

the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

SOLIS), for joining me, and also earlier 

the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE) and the gentleman from 

Michigan (Mr. BONIOR).

Let me sum up with this: we in this 

country believe in the free market sys-

tem. We believe in free enterprise, but 

we also believe in rules. The rules are 

that we have environmental protec-

tions, we have minimum wage laws, we 

have worker safety protections. We 

should believe in the same kinds of 

rules in free trade. We believe in trade, 

but we think we should have similar 

kinds of rules. 

We should have environmental stand-

ards to govern the rules of trade. We 

should have worker safety standards 

and labor standards. It has worked in 

this country to raise our standard of 

living so we have a huge middle class. 

Those same kinds of rules could work 

internationally, in the global economy, 

if this body tomorrow defeats trade 

promotion authority and begins to 

write trade law that lifts people up all 

over the world. I thank my colleagues 

for joining me tonight. 

f 

TRADE PROMOTION AUTHORITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FLAKE). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the 

gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) is 

recognized for 60 minutes as the des-

ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

the need for Trade Promotion Author-

ity is clear. Approval of TPA, as it is 

called, is critical to the economic pros-

perity of our Nation, of Texas, and re-

gions like mine, for the economic secu-

rity of America, for the future. The 

President urgently needs this author-

ity. He has made this one of his very 

few top priorities before Congress ad-

journs in the next few weeks. He needs 

it to level the playing field for U.S. 

companies by removing barriers abroad 

to American exports. In other words, 
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he wants to be a salesman for Amer-

ican companies, for American jobs, for 

American farmers. 
Every President until 1994 has had 

this authority. But we have been out of 

that game, we have been out of that 

playing field, and it has cost us lit-

erally tens of thousands of jobs. No 

successful business survives without a 

strong sales force. So why do we think 

America can succeed over the long haul 

without giving the President the tools 

he needs to promote American goods 

and services in the international mar-

ketplace.
In the end, Congress, Members of 

Congress, will have the ultimate deci-

sion on whether any proposed agree-

ment is free and fair, in America’s in-

terest. I want that authority. I want 

the responsibility to look at an agree-

ment to open new markets with an-

other country for our American prod-

ucts and goods. I can determine wheth-

er it is good for this Nation, for my dis-

trict, or not. 
America is falling terribly behind. 

There are more than 130 trade and in-

vestment agreements in the world 

today. One hundred thirty. How many 

is America a party to? Three. That 

ranks the United States behind those 

free enterprise bastions of Cuba and 

Morocco, although I think we edge out 

Tunisia by one agreement. That is em-

barrassing.
Congress has forced the United 

States to sit on the sidelines. By not 

granting our President the ability to 

promote trade, our international com-

petitors are forging ahead. They are 

successfully completing their own 

trade agreements that puts U.S. com-

panies at a competitive disadvantage. 

For example, the European Union has 

trade and customs agreements with 27 

countries and another 15 accords in the 

pipeline to date. 
To explain it another way, and I am 

not much of a gambler or a golfer, but 

my friends who golf regularly and 

make a friendly wager will say that of-

tentimes that wager is won or lost on 

the first tee as people decide what the 

rules are going to be and when they 

give strokes to each of the competi-

tors. Well, America is not on that first 

tee when it comes to laying out the 

rules for trade, so our companies are 

not getting fair rules and we are not 

getting fair strokes. We are, in fact, 

put at a terrible disadvantage. 
Everyone knows their own region 

better, but for Houston this is about 

jobs and our economic future. We have 

tens of thousands of new jobs at stake 

with this legislation. And as I have 

seen it, perhaps no State or region will 

benefit more or create more jobs from 

the passage of TPA than ours. Trade is 

already a large creator for America and 

a large creator for Texas. We are the 

second largest exporter in the country 

and the fastest growing. The Houston 

region is the largest and fastest grow-

ing export region in Texas, and now 

nearly two out of every three new jobs 

that are being created in our region 

come from international trade. That is 

good news for employees who have been 

laid off from Enron, from Continental, 

from Compaq, and from other very 

good companies. We need to get them 

back up on their feet and in new jobs, 

and trade is the way to do it. 
We sell or transfer what the world 

wants to buy, from agriculture to en-

ergy, petrochemicals to computers, 

construction services to new tech-

nologies and insurance. These are our 

competitive strengths. In fact, these 

are America’s competitive strengths, 

and with the second largest port in 

America, great international air routes 

and airports, and a proximity to grow-

ing Latin American markets, Trade 

Promotion Authority is critical to our 

economic future. Truly, I do not under-

stand how any Member of Congress 

who has constituents in the Houston 

region can justify not opening other 

countries’ markets to America, to 

Texas, to Houston businesses and farm-

ers, because it is our jobs locally that 

are at stake. 
When we look at what the opponents 

say about it, this legislation includes 

some of the strongest environmental 

and labor language in trade history in 

America. Each country must not only 

rigorously enforce its existing laws, en-

vironment and labor, but seek ways to 

further protect the environment and to 

further raise worker standards. Here is 

a good example in real life in the envi-

ronment that I know of and have seen 

firsthand. Through NAFTA, the bor-

ders have been open between Texas and 

Mexico, America and Mexico. But be-

cause of that trade agreement, we now 

have, along our border, over 18 environ-

mental projects that total more than 

$1 billion. That is $1 billion, new dol-

lars, that are in projects to clean our 

air, to clean our water, to clean the 

wastewater and sewer in our area, and 

generally to create a much better envi-

ronment in an area that desperately 

needed it that never would have hap-

pened without trade. 
When we talk about labor standards 

and worker raises, we can look at one 

of our trade agreements that we do 

have with the Andean countries that 

includes Bolivia and Colombia and 

other countries. When we listen to 

them, they say as a result of America 

trading with them, not only has Amer-

ica created jobs, but in terms of labor 

standards, Colombia, for example, in 

that region, has created more than 

100,000 new jobs. They used to be into 

narco-trafficking, the drug trafficking 

trade, and now they are in legitimate 

business.
They have, for example, the cut flow-

er industry that is now a model indus-

try that now has much higher wages 

for its workers, has child care and 

training and education for its women 

employees. It is helping these people 

buy homes and improve their homes 

that they never had a chance to do be-

fore. It has raised the worker standards 

for that region. And Colombia, in fact, 

has launched a ‘‘cleaner Colombia’’ ef-

fort that these businesses are part of to 

clean up the environment down there. 

So we are seeing higher labor stand-

ards, and we are seeing a greener world 

because of trade. And they could have 

more of these model companies if 

America would just simply let them. 
As I see it, and when I listen to them, 

they have watched the way America 

has pulled itself up by its bootstraps, 

and they do not want just aid, they 

want to trade. They want to compete. 

They want to try to build themselves 

as America has built itself, and they 

are right to do so. 
I am convinced when people say trade 

hurts the environment, common sense 

tells us they are wrong. For countries 

who are so poor or their children going 

hungry, where their families shiver 

through the night, protecting the rain 

forest, protecting the Monarch But-

terfly is not high on their priority list. 

The fact of the matter is trade, raising 

worker standards, giving people a job, 

helping raise the environment, that is 

the best way to protect and preserve 

the environment around the real world. 

Not what we hear in Washington, but 

the way it works in the real world. 
The truth is, unfortunately, for oppo-

nents of Trade Promotion Authority, 

no language will ever be tough enough. 

Business has already made tremendous 

concessions. The reasonable objections 

of the environmental community and 

those really looking at labor from a 

reasonable standpoint have all been 

met. They have given up a great deal in 

order to try to work with our Members 

across the aisle who simply do not 

want free and fair trade, who are 

afraid, unfortunately, of competition. 

But they are simply not going to sup-

port this. 
We are fortunate that we did have 

some trade-oriented, fair trade-ori-

ented Democrats who helped craft this 

bill. It is the best compromise that can 

be reached, and I think they played a 

key role in making this the best trade 

legislation that Congress has ever 

crafted.
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Mr. Speaker, this surprises people. 

Because we talk about competition, 

but trade is very good for consumers. 

By the most recent estimate, American 

families save nearly $2,000 a year be-

cause of competition that trade brings 

about. What that means is that. For an 

average family like ours or yours, we 

can make one trip to a grocery store a 

month free due to the savings from 

international competition. Those are 

the savings we see because we have bet-

ter and more affordable cars, clothing, 

toys and TV sets. What that means this 
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year is that parents will have one or 

more gifts under the tree for their chil-

dren due to savings because of competi-

tion.
The bottom line here is there is a 

principal attached to this legislation. 

And here it is. If Americans build a 

better mousetrap, we should be able to 

sell it without penalty anywhere in the 

world. If someone builds a better 

mousetrap, we should be able to buy it 

without penalty for our families and 

businesses. This legislation really pro-

vides us a very clear choice for voters 

to see. There is a choice between de-

featists who believe that American 

products are not good enough to com-

pete, or those of us who believe that 

enhanced trade is America’s future. 
Mr. Speaker, I am convinced that we 

should not retreat from fair trade com-

petition. We should insist on it. Com-

petition is America’s strength, and it is 

the key to our high-tech, high-wage fu-

ture, and truly tens if not hundreds of 

thousands of jobs are at stake. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN).
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman, and I thank him for 

having this Special Order. I heard most 

of his remarks, and I want to echo 

them and add a little to it. 
This debate here on the floor tomor-

row is really a test of this Congress and 

this Nation. Is our country going to 

move forward not just in trade but in 

liberalizing economies all around the 

world, or are we going to go back and 

pull back in a way that hurts not only 

our own economy but the global econ-

omy? That is the test we have tomor-

row with Trade Promotion Authority 

which will be on the floor of the House. 
I heard some of the discussion earlier 

by some of our colleagues on the other 

side of the aisle, and their position con-

fused me. This should not be a tough 

vote. All we are saying is that the 

President has the ability to go out and 

negotiate trade agreements. It is not a 

particular trade agreement. This Con-

gress will always have the right to vote 

yes or no on a particular trade agree-

ment.
Are we sensitive to labor, environ-

mental, and congressional consultation 

issues? Yes. This legislation is more 

sensitive to those issues, addresses 

those issues in a more direct way than 

any Fast Track legislation or trade 

promotion legislation before this 

House.
In 1997 and 1998, we had a number of 

Members who were supportive of this 

legislation when it was called Fast 

Track but expressed some concern 

about labor and the environment. We 

have addressed many of those concerns, 

and this legislation moves in a way 

that should make it even more attrac-

tive to those Members who expressed 

those concerns before. 
I am concerned that some of those 

Members have now said that they can 

somehow cannot support a bill that is 

more sensitive on these issues, such as 

labor and the environment and the de-

gree to which Congress plays a role. 
The benefits of trade should be obvi-

ous to everybody. Economists tell us 

that 30 percent of the growth that we 

have seen in our economy, the tremen-

dous growth that we have seen over the 

last decade, is directly attributable to 

exports. Thirty percent is because of 

exports and enhanced trade. 
In Ohio, trade is extremely impor-

tant. Ohio is now the seventh-largest 

exporting State in the Nation, with 

nearly $30 billion in exports last year 

alone. This is going to help people in 

my district to get jobs, to retain their 

jobs, and to be able to allow our area to 

continue to grow. 
Because of jobs created by trade, we 

are not just increasing our exports, we 

are also getting better jobs. We know 

the jobs involved with trade pay, on av-

erage, 13, 14, 15, 16 percent higher than 

jobs not involved with trade. These are 

not just jobs. These are good jobs. 
Since we lost Trade Promotion Au-

thority in the last administration, our 

Nation has fallen behind. The fact is 

that we now have 130 free trade agree-

ments around the world. The United 

States is party to just three out of 130 

trade agreements. During this period of 

time that the United States has not 

had trade negotiating authority, the 

ability for a President to negotiate, 

our competitors have continued to 

enter into agreements, helping jobs in 

their countries and taking away mar-

kets that should be ours, U.S. exports. 
For example, since 1990, our toughest 

competitor which is the European 

Union, has completed negotiations on 

20 free trade agreements. Twenty. Cur-

rently, they are negotiating 15 more 

free trade agreements. In fact, in the 

last year they have entered into a free 

trade agreement with Mexico, which is 

the second largest market for Amer-

ican exports. While we sit back and 

talk about how we cannot give the 

President even the ability to go out 

and negotiate agreements, our com-

petitors around the world are aggres-

sively pursuing markets that should be 

ours, and it is hurting the United 

States’ position in the global economy. 

This means American exporters en-

counter higher tariffs, if not closed 

markets altogether, in many countries 

around the world when other competi-

tors of ours have a more open market 

to go into and have lower tariffs. 
Our lack of free trade means our gov-

ernment is sitting on the sidelines 

while other countries negotiate inter-

national rules in a multilateral way 

with a lot of countries that come to-

gether. They decide on international 

rules on everything from e-commerce 

to agriculture. This is hurting us, too. 

It is hurting our exports and economy. 
The question has come up earlier to-

night from Members talking on the 

other side of the aisle primarily about 

why cannot we just have the United 

States enter into these agreements 

without Trade Promotion Authority. 

Why do we need Trade Promotion Au-

thority?
I would suggest tonight that the rea-

son is simple. The President cannot go 

out and negotiate with other countries 

unless he has the ability to say, this is 

it. This is the agreement we have 

agreed on after a lot of tough bar-

gaining and negotiations. We will now 

take it to our legislature for an up-or- 

down vote. That is what other coun-

tries can do. 
Without this trade negotiation au-

thority, a President cannot do that. 

Congress can still vote yes or no. They 

just cannot amend it to death. Con-

gress cannot nickel and dime an agree-

ment that comes back to the Congress, 

and Congress has voted yes and has 

voted no in the past. We can simply do 

that.
This kind of procedure where you 

come to an agreement and bring it 

back for a vote is common. Think 

about labor negotiations. If you are a 

member of a union out there, do you 

have an ability to amend an agreement 

that comes to you for ratification? 

Management and labor sit down. They 

hammer out an agreement. They come 

together with a fragile agreement 

where both parties have put their best 

offers on the table. The membership 

then decides yes or no. 
Think about a merger. What happens 

is, you come up with a decision. Once it 

is negotiated, it goes to the board of di-

rectors. The board of directors says yes 

or no. They do not renegotiate to 

death. If so, you could never come to 

an agreement. The other side would 

never be willing to put their best offer 

on the table thinking it could be 

amended to death. It is common sense. 

There are all kinds of analogies in the 

real world. 
Passing Trade Promotion Authority 

will help reestablish this Nation’s glob-

al leadership in the area of the econ-

omy and of opening up markets around 

the world. This is important to our 

economic security in this country, to 

more jobs, but I would suggest that it 

is also important for our national secu-

rity. In the wake of what happened on 

September 11, let us not forget that 

those countries most closed to trade, 

the economies that are most closed are 

those economies that are most likely 

to be breeding grounds for terrorists. 

That is factual. If Members look 

around the world, whether it is Afghan-

istan or other countries where they 

have a closed society and a closed 

economy, those are the places where 

we tend to see the kind of terrorism 

and the breeding ground for terrorism 

and the sponsorship of terrorism 

around the world. 
This does relate to the kind of world 

my kids and grandkids are going to 
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have, not just in terms of their eco-

nomic security, the kind of jobs that 

they will be able to access to achieve 

their dreams, but the world that they 

are going to live in in terms of national 

security.
Our prosperity is not only threatened 

by terrorists, it is threatened by the 

worsening economic situation around 

the globe. So Trade Promotion Author-

ity addresses not only national secu-

rity but also the global economy that 

affects us here in the United States. 

Unless we can begin to improve the 

economic performance around the 

world, we are not going to be able to 

see our economy perform the way we 

would like it to be. 
By negotiating free trade agree-

ments, opening up new markets for 

U.S. goods and services, we are taking 

an important step toward helping in 

that long-term economic picture. I 

think it is time, past time, for Con-

gress to act. We have not had trade ne-

gotiating authority, Trade Promotion 

Authority, Fast Track authority, 

whatever one wants to call it, in the 

United States since 1994. Not since 1994. 

During that time, again, America has 

taken a back seat. American has not 

been in the driver’s seat. America has 

fallen behind in relation to our global 

competitors.
Now we need to get back in the front 

seat to drive this home for our econ-

omy, for the global economy, for help-

ing to open up other countries around 

the world, reducing barriers, tariff and 

nontariff alike, and so we have a world 

safer for our kids and grandkids. 
I hope that Congress will act to sta-

bilize our economy and to make sure 

that this Congress does not go on 

record saying that we are going to go 

back in terms of opening up trade and 

opening up markets, but rather this 

Congress is going to give the President 

the ability to go out and negotiate, be 

a tough negotiator, but negotiate 

agreements that are in our interest 

around the world. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

the gentleman is one of the leaders of 

the Committee on Ways and Means. 

The gentleman is familiar with legisla-

tion that opens up markets to Amer-

ican farmers and businesses and jobs. 
One of the excuses we hear from peo-

ple that do not support this is that 

Congress has no say in this legislation. 

The President negotiates it and usurps 

our constitutional power, that we have 

no say in shaping what an agreement 

will look like. My understanding is 

that the legislation provides more con-

sultation than ever in history, but 

what are the gentleman’s thoughts? 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 

gentleman is correct. 
First, Congress has the ultimate say. 

Congress can vote no on the agreement 

as it comes before us. 
Second, Congress has the ability to 

forge an agreement, and the adminis-

tration knows that. In this case our 

U.S. Trade Representative, Ambas-

sador Zoellick, who is a tough nego-

tiator, is going to be mindful of the 

fact that what he brings to this Con-

gress has to pass muster here. 
In this legislation we have unprece-

dented congressional consultation and 

involvement. Farmers, one thing that I 

think is an improvement in this bill, as 

compared to what we voted on in 1997 

and 1998, the Committee on Agriculture 

has a specific role and has the ability 

to be in consultation with the adminis-

tration to help shape that agreement. 
That is extremely important, because 

it is probably the most competitive in-

dustry in America, is the agriculture 

industry. Our ability to export our ag-

ricultural products around the world is 

not being maximized because there are 

barriers to our products. So we are 

going to have more consultation than 

we have ever had. The administration 

will be forced to deal with us to help 

forge the agreement; and, ultimately, 

we have the ability to say yes or no. 
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, that is 

precisely the point. Absent Trade Pro-

motion Authority this House sits si-

lent. The President can go to any na-

tion in the world and negotiate a trea-

ty and take it to the Senate, have the 

Senate debate it, amend it, and take it 

back to the country with whom we 

have reached an agreement and ask 

them to negotiate for a second time. 

We sit silent with no role. 
This is not a trade agreement we are 

talking about. This is a process to 

allow the President to negotiate with 

any country in the world some trade 

agreement that then we will be in judg-

ment on. It will come back to us, and 

we can vote yes or no. But this House 

will have a role. Absent this, we have 

no role. 

There are 130 trade agreements in the 

world. We are party to three of them. 

After NAFTA, Mexico has agreements 

with 28 or 29 different countries. The 

European Union, 27. We are not a 

party. We sit silent. I am astonished by 

my colleagues that do not want to have 

a role. This President understands that 

free trade is necessary for freedom. It 

is a moral value. 
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He will reach agreements. If he has 

to go some day by treaty to Chile, Ar-

gentina, Brazil, he will go there. He 

will negotiate with the Senate, and we 

will sit silent. So if we vote for Trade 

Promotion Authority tomorrow, which 

I intend to do, we are saying that the 

House has a role, there is something we 

can do. He can bring back an agree-

ment that we can defeat. Whoever does 

not like the provisions of the agree-

ment that comes back can vote no. We 

can kill it. But, absent this agreement, 

we sit silent. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I know the gen-

tleman from Georgia has long played a 

leadership role in trade, and I know 

you listen very carefully to those who 

create jobs in Georgia. What do your 

farmers, your small businesses, your 

technology companies, your financial 

groups, those who are creating jobs in 

Georgia, what do they tell you about 

this legislation? 
Mr. LINDER. We have the lowest tar-

iffs in the world. We have thousands of 

Georgia companies selling goods and 

services into a global economy. We 

want to lower the tariffs of other na-

tions so that we can be competitive. 

Our ability for the President to nego-

tiate with other nations and lower 

their tariffs will only improve our 

sales. It will only help us. 
More than half of the Georgia compa-

nies that sell goods and services into 

the global economy are small and me-

dium-sized businesses. That is our 

growth rate. Twenty-five percent of 

our economic growth over the last 10 

years has been due to export. We sim-

ply cannot throw up a wall around us. 
Chris Patten said when we were talk-

ing about NAFTA in 1993, I believe it 

was, Chris Patten was the last British 

Governor of Hong Kong, and he gave a 

speech in which he said if a space ship 

had come to the Planet Earth in the 

16th century, the 15th and 16th cen-

turies, and landed in the teepee huts of 

North America, to the typhoid-ridden 

streets of London and the warring 

streets of Paris, and wound up in the 

Ming Dynasty, they would have con-

cluded within a minisecond that China 

would rule the world for centuries. She 

had just invented gunpowder and a 

printing press and had a huge cultural 

growth rate; the people were happy and 

well fed and economic growth rates 

were rapidly climbing. And then he 

said this: and then she built a wall 

around herself, and history told a dif-

ferent tale. 
The future is for knocking down 

walls, whether they are tariff or non- 

tariff barriers. My grandchildren de-

serve the privilege of buying the best 

product at the lowest rate, and you do 

that by knocking down the walls to 

trade.
Mr. BRADY of Texas. I yield to the 

gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 

KNOLLENBERG).
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. I just have a 

few moments here that I wanted to 

take, and I appreciate the gentleman 

from Texas yielding, and I appreciate 

the gentleman from Georgia here with 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY),

obviously, and the gentleman from 

Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN). Your work on ag-

riculture is one part of it. 
I want to talk a little bit about lead-

ership, because I think one of the 

things lacking here is if the U.S. does 

not garner some agreements around 

the world, we are abdicating our role as 

a leader. We are a national leader, and 

tomorrow’s vote on Trade Promotion 
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Authority is critical to the future of 

this country. 
It is important for Members and 

Americans to understand just what is 

at stake here. So I appreciate the op-

portunity to come here with you gen-

tlemen and discuss why it is so impor-

tant that we talk about this and rein-

force TPA. 
Free trade is about a lot of things. It 

is about expanding the economy, new 

jobs, strengthening relations with our 

allies and lifting the developing world 

out of poverty. On this, one of the 

things that the U.S. does best is it 

leads. But in this arena, it seems to me 

that they are failing. They are drop-

ping the role that they play in such a 

huge way and have played over the last 

several decades. 
It is only proven through action, 

whether you go back to World War II, 

whether you are talking about the re-

building of Europe, fighting com-

munism or protecting the environ-

ment, growing the economy or fighting 

terrorism, which we are doing now, 

that is the real essence of America, and 

I think we have to express ourselves. 

We do it best tomorrow by passing 

TPA; and we, frankly, risk our oppor-

tunity, we are abdicating our position 

of leadership, if we do not in fact pro-

mote international trade in a way that 

gives the President the authority that 

is so vital to America’s well-being. 
Let me just give you some numbers 

in my own home State of Michigan. 

Last year 372,000 jobs were dependent 

upon manufactured exports. Last year 

we sold some $52 billion of goods to 

more than 200 foreign markets, which 

is the fourth most in the country. 
We need to begin to aggressively 

break down the barriers to American 

exports so that we can create these 

new jobs. 
I would just add a thing or two. This 

is the thing that bothers me the most. 

With more than 130 preferential trade 

agreements in effect in the world 

today, the U.S. is only a party to three; 

the NAFTA agreement, and, of course, 

the agreements with Israel and Jordan. 

In contrast, and this is the bothersome 

part, the European Union has 27 agree-

ments in effect, 20 negotiated in the 

1990s, and right now is currently nego-

tiating 15 more. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. I would say to 

the gentleman, Europe is running cir-

cles around America and around Amer-

ican jobs. 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. They are in-

deed. One of the problems with that, 

and to just give one example, Canada 

has a free trade agreement, obviously 

with us; but they also have one with 

Chile. I think the gentleman men-

tioned that a moment ago. 
Just to give one example, because 

Canada does have a free trade agree-

ment with Chile, we do not, a farm 

tractor costs something like $15,000 

more if purchased from the U.S. than 

its Canadian counterpart. If we had, 

obviously, an agreement with Chile, we 

would be selling tractors to Chile. But 

you know who they are going to buy 

them from? The Chileans are not going 

to buy them from us. 
The same thing could be expressed 

about potatoes. They buy potatoes 

from, guess who, Canada, because they 

have an agreement. Burger King is big 

in Chile, and that is another reason we 

should look at it. 
I might just say this, that I think it 

is a sorry state for the U.S., which is 

the most open society in the world, 

that we begin to close our doors to al-

lowing our products to get into other 

countries.
I think we have a great opportunity 

tomorrow, if we do not fumble it and 

pass this bill. I would just say that we 

can break down the barriers to U.S. 

goods and services and that Chilean 

situation would not occur and we 

would have a market for our products 

overseas.
What I like to always say is the jobs 

stay here, the products go overseas, 

and the workers earn the money here 

and keep their job. We have to do more 

of that if we are going to be the leader 

and maintain our leadership in the 

world.
So I particularly enjoy having an op-

portunity to spend a moment or two 

this evening on this. I would simply 

yield back to the gentleman from 

Texas.
Mr. LINDER. If the gentleman would 

yield further, all of those numbers are 

the numbers I have. The 15,000 is the 

tariff on the Caterpillar tractor. We 

have the lowest tariffs in the world. We 

would like to be able to have our Presi-

dent negotiate with every nation in the 

world to lower their tariffs to our lev-

els. We ought to be in favor of that. 

Then we ought to be able to look at 

that agreement when it comes back to 

the House and vote it up or down. 
But this bill we are talking about to-

morrow only enables the President to 

bring us a measure. It only enables him 

to go out and negotiate a measure and 

come back to the House and the Senate 

for an up or down vote. This is a 25- 

year-old process. 
I do not blame the President of Chile 

if he does not want to negotiate with 

the United States twice, once when 

they sign the treaty and another time 

when the Senate alters it. It is a sen-

sible approach that just brings the 

House into the game. 
For our colleagues that oppose this, I 

am always surprised at the variety of 

reasons I hear for the opposition, be-

cause my answer is always then, why 

do you not want to have a say? This is 

the only way this House will have a 

voice in any trade agreement in the fu-

ture.
I, of course, have been actively in-

volved in trying to pass this. I hope it 

will pass tomorrow. The President de-

serves this. I was in favor of this when 
President Clinton was in office. I 
worked hard for it when he wanted it 
passed. I will work just as hard for it 
tomorrow.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Both of these 
gentlemen have been leaders in trade, 
because it means jobs for Georgians, it 
means jobs for people in Michigan, it 
means jobs for people in Illinois. As 
you mentioned, Chile, an average per-
son, just one of our neighbors will ask, 
sure, I can see why a country like Chile 
would want to sell to America. They 
are going to get all the benefits from 
these agreements. What is in it for us 
in this country? 

I looked at a study the other day 
that showed if we had a free trade 
agreement with Chile, their economy 
would grow by some $700 million a 
year, a pretty big pop by Chilean 
standards. But America, our selling, we 
would sell 128 times more products to 
Chile as a result of the agreement. 

So, in fact, our economy is boosting. 
We are creating more jobs as a result of 
that trade between us and another 
country. Of course, that means jobs 
here in our local community. 

With that, I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
SHIMKUS), who is also very involved in 
labor issues, environmental issues and 
job creation. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. I thank my colleague 
from Texas, and I am honored to join 
this group. Illinois is an exporting 
State, whether it be manufactured 
goods from Deere and Caterpillar or 
high-tech goods from Motorola. 

Of course, I represent a strong agri-
cultural district, and no one can argue 
with the importance of agriculture to 
central and southern Illinois. It is the 
bulwark in keeping our small commu-
nities alive and vibrant. 

Rural America has fallen on tough 
times for the simple reason we produce 
more than we can consume. It comes 
down to this basic equation: we 
produce much more than we as a Na-
tion can consume. So the prices, at 
times, in my time here in Congress, we 
have had prices at Depression-era lows 
for some products. You cannot operate 

family farms on that return. There is 

no return. It is a negative return. 
So what occurs is the government, 

because we understand the importance 

of the agriculture section and under-

stand the importance of the small fam-

ily farms, is we end up coming in with 

some emergency aid. 
My producers, they really do not 

want the help. What they want to do is 

to sell their product. That is why this 

bill is so important, because we have 

missed out on 125-some-odd trade 

agreements, because this President and 

the past President did not have Trade 

Promotion Authority. So we are not at 

the table, so we cannot work diligently 

to lower tariffs, and we cannot get our 

foot in the door in some of these mar-

kets. So we continue to produce more 
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than we consume. Our local farmers 

then lose money producing food, and 

large corporate farms are developing to 

try to develop the efficiencies to make 

it profitable and get some return on in-

vestment.
Illinois is the Nation’s second largest 

soybean producer. We are the Nation’s 

second largest feed corn producer. We 

rank sixth in all 50 states with agri-

culture exports with an estimation of 

$3 billion; and you can understand how 

exports help the family income, the 

family farm. 
The demand for our agriculture prod-

ucts is growing. But we cannot nego-

tiate if we are not in the room when 

these countries want to negotiate a 

deal to buy our products. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Does the gen-

tleman not think it is a great source of 

frustration for America’s heartland 

that they have answered the call to 

produce their food and their products 

more efficiently, cheaper, more 

affordably, more environmentally 

friendly ways, they have done all the 

right things, yet the prices get lower 

and lower because they are blocked? 
Literally, ‘‘Americans need not 

apply’’ signs are all around the world 

for our products, and all they want is 

the opportunity to compete. Because 

they know if they do, that American 

farmers and ranchers and producers, we 

could feed the world, at least we could 

if they would allow us to. Because 

other countries are out there on the 

playing field opening up their markets, 

but America is not even in the ball 

game. We do not even have a chance to 

stand up for our farmers and our ranch-

ers and producers. 
Does the gentleman not think that is 

why the agriculture community in 

America is united behind this legisla-

tion, because this gives them a chance 

to compete? 
Mr. SHIMKUS. It goes back. The gen-

tleman from Texas was not a Member 

during the last passage of the agri-

culture bill, and I was not a Member 

then, but there were promises made to 

the agriculture sector, and the prom-

ises said we want to ease the regu-

latory burden. It did not happen. They 

said we are going to open markets for 

you, so that they then planted for the 

market and did not plant based upon 

government intervention, a centralized 

control system. We have not kept those 

promises.
A vote on this bill is a move forward 

in keeping the promises that were 

made in the last agriculture bill. And 

we are on the verge of a new agri-

culture bill. As the gentleman knows, 

the gentleman from Texas, the chair-

man of the Committee on Agriculture, 

visited my producers at their annual 

meeting on Monday, and exports is the 

key for their survival. That is why it is 

so important. 
Again, I also mentioned other parts 

of the economy, whether it be heavy 

industrial equipment, it could be high- 

tech equipment. 

b 1930

It could be that even small busi-

nesses reap tremendous benefits. I have 

a statistic, and I am not one that likes 

to throw out statistics all the time, 

but from 1992 to 1998, the number of Il-

linois companies exporting increased 50 

percent, and more than 86 percent of Il-

linois’ 14,231 companies that export are 

small- and medium-sized businesses. 
One of the things that I have talked 

about over my time as a Member of 

Congress and even before I was running 

is how small business has created the 

job growth over the past 10 years. If we 

look where the action is, the action is 

in small business. Even when we have a 

downturn, we find many people who are 

aggressive, and they leave their cur-

rent large employer. They strike out 

on their own. How many stories of suc-

cess have we heard in operating and 

starting a new business? Well, a lot of 

these new businesses that are success-

ful are tied to the export community, 

and the job benefits are just notable. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if 

the gentleman will yield, I have sensed 

up here from some of the opponents 

that perhaps they are afraid for Amer-

ica to compete, that they are not so 

sure our products and our workers are 

good enough anymore around the 

world. But if we listen to those workers 

in our businesses, whether it is the 

farmers who are out there or small 

businesses, our technology companies, 

our software companies, computer 

makers, construction, energy, financial 

people, just people all around our 

neighborhood, the reason they are 

pushing for this legislation is they 

know that they can compete. 
They know that they can create jobs 

right here at home but, literally, 95 

percent of the world that is the popu-

lation outside of America that is grow-

ing by leaps and bounds, again, Amer-

ica need not apply to sell them and 

compete for their business, yet every 

other country is out there doing it. For 

them, they see it simply as this is a 

huge opportunity to create jobs and 

help families. 

What is interesting is these jobs from 

international trade pay a little more 

than domestic jobs, and they are more 

recession-proof, which I would think 

for those 700,000 or so employees that 

we have lost who have been laid off 

since September 11, jobs that hang 

tight in a tough economy would be 

good news, and jobs one can raise a 

family on would be very important, 

again, if Americans can apply for these 

jobs in these businesses. 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-

tleman speaks to an issue that is pret-

ty near and dear to my heart, because 

I have great friends across the aisle, I 

have great friends who are strong labor 

supporters, and I have somewhat of a 

pretty good record as a Member of Con-

gress in an attempt to be very respon-

sive and open and be there at times 

when I can really justify the position 

with organized labor. 
The concern I have always had is 

there is job loss going on always in this 

country, and it is sometimes part of a 

normal business cycle. These job losses 

and some of this movement of the in-

dustrial workforce is occurring without 

trade negotiating, Trade Promotion 

Authority. For the life of me, I find it 

hard to understand, how do they think 

the job loss will be any less? We lower 

tariffs, we make our manufactured 

goods more competitive. 
We had our other colleagues here who 

spoke of industrial manufacturers. 

Again, I can talk to Deere; I can talk 

to Caterpillar. Does my colleague know 

what? They want to be able to com-

pete. They want Illinois workers and 

an Illinois company producing strong, 

durable goods that we can sell over-

seas. And lowering barriers to trade, 

i.e., tariffs, will do that. 
But we have to accept the premise 

that there is job loss and there is win-

ners and losers. They addressed that 

issue in past bills, and we have been 

able to use successfully NAFTA transi-

tional assistance to help provide a floor 

of support to help in retraining, reedu-

cation, moving the displaced workers 

from the unemployment line to, many 

times, even some better jobs. And the 

NAFTA transitional assistance has 

been very beneficial. I am glad it was 

part of the last trade agreement. 
That is why I am very pleased with 

the gentleman from California (Mr. 

THOMAS) and his additional push at the 

urging of many of us that understand 

that there are winners and losers, trade 

adjustment assistance and a push to 

help protect our workers and a push to 

help get them the training, the edu-

cation, the experience to be able to 

move them quickly from one sector of 

the economy into another sector of the 

economy, whether they want to move 

and be another employee or whether 

they are going to venture out and be 

one of these small businesses that I 

have talked about that really have cre-

ated all of the jobs. 
Mr. Speaker, when we cannot nego-

tiate with a competitor or a country 

and we have problems, and in my area 

I have been a vigilant opponent of 

dumping of steel in this country. We 

know it goes on. We cannot stop it. We 

are not at the table. We cannot nego-

tiate. And by the time this President, 

President Bush, enforces section 201, 

which is to go after and penalize these 

countries, guess what? We have already 

lost the jobs, because the past adminis-

tration did nothing. So it is this Re-

publican administration that is seek-

ing to go after the countries that are 

abusing trade by using government 

subsidies to undercut the price of steel. 

How much better if we are negotiating 

VerDate Aug 18 2005 14:21 Sep 01, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00063 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\H05DE1.002 H05DE1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 24065December 5, 2001 
and at the table so that we can bring 

up those issues. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in 

Illinois, if we ask any neighbor who has 

a good, secure job that they like, that 

is paying good, decent benefits, I won-

der how many of them work for a com-

pany or for a farm that does not have 

a salesman, that does not have some-

one out there selling and promoting 

their products. And yet we wonder how 

can America succeed against other 

countries when we lock our President 

here. We do not allow him to go out 

there and open up markets, tear down 

that ‘‘Americans need not apply sign,’’ 

who pushes for us just to get a fair 

shake in this competition. I do not 

know how we succeed these days with-

out a tough, aggressive sales force out 

there pushing for us. Does the gen-

tleman?
Mr. SHIMKUS. No, Mr. Speaker, I do 

not. The gentleman knows that I am 

involved with the NATO Parliamentary 

Assembly, which as legislative mem-

bers we gather, and they are the NATO 

countries, and it is a kind of oversight 

what our folks do. And a lot of times 

we will visit the EU, and what is the 

EU doing? They are establishing, and a 

lot of these are our allies, they are es-

tablishing a common market and re-

ducing trade barriers so that they can 

trade across country lines with no bar-

riers. Does the gentleman know what 

else they are doing? A common cur-

rency.
Talk about a competitive advantage: 

Knocking down the trade barriers is 

definitely having a common currency, 

and then we are in. That is why this 

administration is looking for a Western 

Hemisphere in trade in response to our 

western allies who want to get the ben-

efits of efficiencies and lower taxes and 

a single monetary system. That is 

what we are up against in this world. 
Do we shy away? Do we go and cower 

in the corner? Or do we say, all right, 

if our allies are doing that to us, we 

will gather our allies in our Western 

Hemisphere, and, man, we will go show 

them, and dare they not come to our 

area, because we are going to strike 

some pretty good deals with these 

emerging countries that really want 

our assistance, and we can grow to-

gether.
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

this is why the President I think has 

said that national security is his num-

ber one priority. Economic security 

comes right after that. This is all 

about jobs in competition. 
The gentleman and I, we both have 

young children. A lot of our neighbors 

have children in college or kids just 

getting out in the workforce. This is 

all about jobs. This is all about us com-

peting and them having the kinds of 

jobs they can raise a family on. 
We hear a lot of excuses, but today, 

earlier tonight we heard another ‘‘I am 

for free trade, but,’’ which seems to fol-

low with anything, but one of them 

said, I am for free trade, but I do not 

want to give up our sovereign rights as 

a country. 
Earlier today Senator PHIL GRAMM,

who is a constitutionalist beyond many 

in Congress; if someone asks him what 

time of the day it is, he would consult 

the Constitution first to see if that is 

allowed and permitted and what rights 

are there for Americans. This morning 

he stood here and told colleagues on 

Capitol Hill that he supports this bill. 

This protects the sovereign rights of 

America, of American workers, of 

American business, of the American 

Constitution. So I think that excuse 

just does not wash. 
The other thing I wonder about is if 

people understand the potential that is 

out there for us. The gentleman and I 

have talked about this. Ninety-five per-

cent of the world that lives outside of 

America, they cannot all buy, those 

countries cannot all buy what the gen-

tleman and I perhaps can afford today, 

but someday they will. All we need to 

do is look at Japan and Western Eu-

rope, nations that went from abject 

poverty to prosperity in one genera-

tion. I mean one generation, from fa-

ther to son, from mother to daughter, 

as a Nation, went from the poorest of 

the poor to being strong competitors 

and economic powers in this world. 

That is what we are competing for. 
Last year I read a number, and I fol-

lowed up and confirmed it. Half of the 

adults in the world today, one-half, 

have yet to make their first telephone 

call. Think about that. Half of the 

adults in the world have yet to make a 

telephone call. Common sense tells us, 

if it is American companies that land 

those contracts to sell those telephones 

and that service, they will create 

American jobs. If there are companies 

in Europe that land those contracts, 

they will create jobs in Europe and in 

Asia, in Asia. 
So it is sort of Lewis and Clark out 

there in the world, and every country 

is out there, every nation is out there 

staking lucrative claims to these mar-

kets except for us, because we do not 

allow our President to go out there and 

give us a fair shake and allow us to 

compete.
The potential for jobs for our chil-

dren, for our neighbors, for those who 

are unemployed is just huge. Would the 

gentleman not agree? 
Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I do. I 

serve on the Subcommittee on Tele-

communications of the Committee on 

Commerce; and we deal with broad 

band, cellular, cell phones and all the 

like. A lot of these countries, Third 

World countries, they are not going to 

deploy telephone lines like we have all 

over the place. They are going to come 

in with the next generation and they 

are either going to have direct satellite 

broad band services provided by the 

United States or they are going to ex-

pand the cellular industry, hopefully 
provided by us. But if we are not there 
to negotiate, they will get it. But guess 
who will be providing it? Our competi-
tors. Because we are just not at the 
table.

I want at least mention one other 
thing in this environment, especially 
with the international arena that we 
are in today. We are asking our friends, 
some staunch allies, some good allies 
and some who have not been very good 
allies of ours in the last couple years, 
to come to the plate and help us fight 
international terrorism. They are mak-
ing sacrifices. They are giving us intel-
ligence, they are working with us on 
basing, they are providing us maybe 
soldiers, transport, and the like. How 
can we tell these people who are asking 
for help that we do not want to sit 
down and trade with them, we do not 
want to negotiate with them, we do not 
want to strike a deal with them, we do 

not want to be on a level playing field 

and work out and both benefit from in-

creased trade? 
I just find it very, very sad that in 

this environment, when we are asking 

our international allies to be there for 

us, I am afraid we are not willing to be 

there for them in international trade. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 

would think this is about the worst 

possible time to isolate America. It 

could not come at a worse time, and 

yet the vote tomorrow will really be 

between those who embrace competi-

tion and new jobs and those who fear it 

and those who want to open America. 

What is our strongest export? Freedom. 

It will be between those who want to 

export our freedoms and those I think 

who want to build walls and isolate us. 

It is a very clear choice that really 

rarely happens here on Capitol Hill. 
But there are just tens of thousands 

of jobs at stake in my community and 

in the gentleman’s as well. 

b 1945

I do not want to be self-promoting on 

my biography, but I was a former 

teacher, a history teacher. 
Major world conflicts: Why did many 

of them evolve? Trade barriers were in-

creased and countries wanted to go 

after raw materials which they could 

not negotiate through low tariffs, so 

they built up armies and they went to 

get it. 
Whether it was the World War II ex-

periences or the Japanese in Southeast 

Asia, Hitler going in to get the gas in 

the Soviet Union, you name it, a lot of 

things occurred and a lot of wars are 

fought because there are the haves and 

there are the have-nots. 
Trade will help everyone get a bite at 

the apple, and everyone will benefit 

through the growth and the experience. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if 

the gentleman from Illinois will accept 

praise for his role in job creation for Il-

linois, for America, I would like to 

offer it. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from California (Mr. DREIER), the 
chairman of our Committee on Rules, 
but really, perhaps, the premier free 
trader in America, for his comments. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding to me, and I 
want to congratulate both the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) and 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
SHIMKUS) for taking out this important 
time.

Let me just say that I appreciate, as 
I said, the compliment; but I am one of 
a long line of people who really see this 
correctly. I do believe that we are on 
the verge of facing what clearly will be 
one of the most important votes cer-
tainly of the new millennium, and it is 
not that old, but the vote that we are 
going to be casting tomorrow will lay 
the groundwork for the extraordinary 
role that the United States of America 
will be playing in leading not only the 
issue of trade but the cause of freedom, 
political pluralism, and democracy 
worldwide.

That is really what this has come 
down to in many ways, Mr. Speaker, is 
a vote of whether or not the United 
States will in fact step up to the plate 
and once again assume that rightful 
place which, unfortunately, has been 
greatly diminished since 1994 when we 
saw this very important, what we used 
to call Fast Track negotiating author-
ity, which was really a misnomer, now 
correctly labeled Trade Promotion Au-
thority.

The reason is, and I am sure that we 
have heard this over and over again, 
with the signing of the U.S.-Jordan 
Free Trade Agreement just very re-
cently, we now are a party to three of 
the 133 trade agreements that have 
been put together in the last several 
years.

So we have observed, unfortunately, 
many countries that historically have 
not been strong supporters of free trade 
and the cause of it say that they are 
going to play this leadership role, and 
yet the United States of America is the 
most productive Nation on the face of 
the Earth; and our workers, our farm-
ers, our businesses are prepared to 
compete.

All we are going to be saying tomor-
row when we have this debate and the 
vote is: Why do we not pry open new 
markets which have been limited to us 
because of tariffs? A tariff is a tax. We 
are talking about cutting the taxes for 
consumers so they can have access to 
U.S. goods and U.S. services. 

We have found the benefits of im-
ports here in the United States. They 
have allowed us to keep inflation down, 
they have allowed people going to 
stores to have a decent holiday because 
they are able to buy products that have 
come into the United States; and be-

cause of imports, the United States of 

America has become even more produc-

tive because of competition that im-

ports have provided here. 

Now let us give the President the au-
thority to open up the world to us. As 
was said by the great Secretary of 
Commerce, Don Evans, at a news con-
ference we held yesterday, 90 percent of 
the world’s consumers are outside of 
our borders. 

The world economy is about $40 tril-
lion, and $10 trillion, a quarter of that, 
is right here in the United States. But 
as we see these other countries im-
prove their economies and develop new 
economic opportunities, they are going 
to have living standards improved to 
the point where they are going to be 
able to buy even more U.S. goods and 
services.

So that is why we are simply saying 
the United States Congress, we hope, 
tomorrow afternoon we will say to the 
President of the United States that he 
should go out and negotiate the very 
best that he possibly can for the Amer-
ican worker, for the American farmer, 
for America’s businesses, for America’s 
consumers, and then come back to us, 
and we in the House and Senate will 
make a decision as to whether or not 
he has negotiated a good agreement. 
Then we will vote yes or no. 

I am here to say, I am proud to stand 
in this well to say that if the President 
brings back a bad agreement, I will be 
proud to lead the charge against that 
agreement. But if he comes back with 
a good agreement, an agreement which 
is going to break down tariff barriers, 
recognize the importance of environ-
mental quality and worker rights, rec-
ognize the importance of enhancing op-
portunity for U.S. workers, farmers, 
and businesses, I believe that it will be 
the right thing for us to do. 

So I just would like to say that on 
the national security front this is the 
right vote because global leadership 
and what it is that the President is 
providing has been heralded by so 
many people. We have learned that 

Osama bin Laden has the ability to do 

one thing and one thing only, and that 

is to destroy. But I will say that we are 

the producers, we are the best pro-

ducers on the face of the Earth, so let 

us have an opportunity to do that. 
I thank my friend for yielding, and I 

am sorry to have consumed so much of 

his time. 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in 

closing, let me say we should not re-

treat from fair trade competition, we 

should insist on it, because competi-

tion is America’s strength and it is the 

key to our high-wage and our high-tech 

future.

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that Members have 5 leg-

islative days to revise and extend on 

the subject of my Special Order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KELLER). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentlewoman from Cali-

fornia?

There was no objection. 

f 

THE NEED FOR AN ECONOMIC 

STIMULUS PLAN IN MINORITY 

COMMUNITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 3, 2001, the gentlewoman from 

California (Ms. SOLIS) is recognized for 

60 minutes. 
Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 

with the Congressional Hispanic Cau-

cus and the Congressional Black Cau-

cus to highlight the immediate need 

for an economic stimulus plan in the 

minority communities we represent. 
Many minority communities 

throughout our country have been dis-

advantaged in various ways throughout 

our country’s history. Historically, 

Latinos and Latin Americans have had 

higher rates of unemployment, lower 

rates of health care coverage, and 

fewer educational opportunities than 

do their Anglo counterparts. 
Now, I know most Members know 

what I am talking about here. How-

ever, I would ask that my colleagues in 

this House and in the other body keep 

in mind these historical facts as we 

seek to craft a meaningful economic 

stimulus plan. 
My district and those of my col-

leagues joining me here this evening 

are in desperate, desperate need of as-

sistance. We need an economic stim-

ulus package now. Although tax cuts 

have a role in our economic plan, espe-

cially ones similar to a bill that I in-

troduced earlier this year that would 

grant tax rebates to low-income fami-

lies who did not receive a rebate as a 

result of the tax cuts that the Presi-

dent enacted, the most important as-

pect of any economic stimulus plan is 

unemployment protection. 
Latino and African American fami-

lies in the Los Angeles area, in Cali-

fornia, and throughout the country, are 

being forced to endure the harsh con-

sequences of high, alarmingly high un-

employment rates. We know that 

brings on problems. All I have to do is 

point out what those current rates are 

here in my own district and in Los An-

geles County. 
I would like to point out for my col-

leagues that in one of the cities that I 

represent in Los Angeles, in South El 

Monte, we know at the national level 

right now the unemployment is at 5.9 

or 5.4 percent, and in the city of South 

El Monte, which is largely minority, it 

is up to 9.3 percent. In the city that I 

live in alone, it is 7.6 percent. In other 

areas that I can point out here where 

high numbers of minorities live, such 

as in the city of Baldwin Park, a large-

ly working class blue-collar commu-

nity, unemployment levels are up to 6.8 

percent.
These figures are already dated, and I 

can tell the Members now in all hon-

esty that these numbers are going to 
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